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They take all the risk, and they find 

the natural resource and they access 
that natural resource. It doesn’t make 
any sense economically for a company 
to lease something and waste money on 
leases that they aren’t going to use. 
It’s already in law that if the compa-
nies that lease this land, if they are 
not productive, it’s already a law they 
have to turn the leases back. They 
can’t just lease them forever, get them 
for free, not pay for that right to lease 
the land. They have to already turn 
them back if they aren’t productive, 
because the companies know if there’s 
oil on the land, or if there’s gas on the 
land, they already know if it’s there. 

Just because they have leased land 
doesn’t mean that there’s oil on it or 
that there’s gas on it. It just doesn’t 
make sense someone is going to waste 
money if they are in a private com-
pany. That takes away from profit, and 
you need to have profits to be able to 
go forward. 

Again, this is the 75th anniversary of 
the New Deal, and it reminds me of 
Solomon, who said in Ecclesiastes, 
‘‘There is nothing new under the sun.’’ 
And there is nothing new under the sun 
with a lot of these suggestions we have 
seen. As a matter of fact, the plan we 
have seen so far from the Democrats 
has been this, and it’s pretty simple, it 
is: Drive less, pay more. That is pretty 
much the plan that we have seen. Oh, 
yeah, also, let’s increase taxes on the 
domestic production of American en-
ergy. That doesn’t take too much for 
the American people to figure out. 

If Congress would decide we are going 
to start taxing food, do you think food 
would cost more? Of course it would. 
What about if Congress decided, Let’s 
add taxes to health care, as if that 
wasn’t expensive enough. Would that 
cost more? Of course it would. 

This is not the way the American 
people want us to go. They don’t want 
us to jack up taxes on American pro-
duction of oil. They don’t want to drive 
less, they don’t want to pay more. 
They don’t want to have America so-
cializing and taking over oil refineries. 
What the American people want, pure 
and simple, is freedom. They want free-
dom, they want the free market, and 
they want to see energy prices get back 
down to $2 a gallon or less. 

I know it’s possible, I know it can 
happen, and that is why I am so thank-
ful for your brilliant leadership to-
night, Congressman LATTA, and also 
for Congressman PAUL BROWN, and also 
for Congressman WITTMAN, who was 
here earlier this evening speaking, be-
cause here’s an answer. Here’s an an-
swer. 

It’s here, it’s ours, it’s for the taking. 
We can be environmentally sensitive. 
We can explore here in America now, 
and we can have Americans pay less. I 
yield back. 

Mr. LATTA. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Speaker. We appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be here tonight on this Spe-
cial Order. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks on the topics of to-
night’s Special Order speeches. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURPHY of Connecticut). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

KELO THIRD ANNIVERSARY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. The fifth 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution 
states that, ‘‘No person shall be de-
prived of life, liberty, or property with-
out due process of law; nor shall pri-
vate property be taken for public use 
without just compensation.’’ 

June 23, 2005, marks a very sad day in 
our Nation’s history. Exactly 3 years 
ago today, five unelected members of 
the U.S. Supreme Court made one of 
the most despised rulings in our Na-
tion’s history, one of the most egre-
gious, unconstitutional rulings in our 
Nation’s history in its ruling of Kelo v. 
City of New London. 

The courts allowed a small Con-
necticut town to seize a private home 
to make way for a riverfront develop-
ment. This activist decision was an at-
tack on middle-class citizens for the 
benefit of the rich. There have been no 
worse interpretations of the intent of 
the fifth amendment than when the Su-
preme Court seized a private home for 
the profit of a private company. Yes, a 
private company. 

Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, with 
whom I have disagreed on many of her 
decisions, was spot on in her dissent 
when we stated, ‘‘the specter of con-
demnation hangs over all property. 
Nothing is to prevent the State from 
replacing any Motel 6 with a Ritz- 
Carlton, or any home with a shopping 
mall, or any farm with a factory.’’ 

She added that under the Court’s de-
cision in Kelo, ‘‘any property may now 
be taken for the benefit of another pri-
vate party,’’ and ‘‘the fallout from this 
decision will not be random. The bene-
ficiaries are likely to be those citizens 
with disproportionate influence and 
power in the political process, includ-
ing large corporations and development 
firms. As for the victims, the govern-
ment now has a license to transfer 
their property from those with fewer 
resources, to those with more. 
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The Founders cannot have intended 
this perverse result.’’ 

So detested was the Supreme Court’s 
2005 ruling that the small home that 
became the center of the New London 
land grab has been moved and restored 
near the center of town as a constant 
reminder of the town’s injustice. That 
small, pink home once represented a 

private home, but now it is a symbol of 
the evils of an activist court that dis-
regards our constitutional rights. 

Our Founding Fathers knew that our 
liberties were only as secure as our 
property rights. Property rights are a 
central institution of Western civiliza-
tion, yet too often our Nation has vio-
lated the basic principles of our Found-
ing Fathers. Federal, State and local 
governments continue to ignore, ne-
glect, disparage and even fail to under-
stand the importance of property 
rights. 

Today I am pleased to introduce a 
resolution defending private property 
rights. This resolution in a very clear 
manner reflects the intent of our 
Founding Fathers when they listed pri-
vate property rights as untouchable by 
government power. By placing property 
rights in the fifth amendment to the 
Constitution, the Founders made the 
protection of private property a pri-
mary aim of the American government. 
There is no provision in Article I, Sec-
tion 8, or anywhere else in the Con-
stitution, that allows the unnecessary, 
predatory seizure of private land. 

On this, the third anniversary of one 
of the Supreme Court’s most infamous 
decisions, I am proud to join property 
rights advocates all over America in 
renewing our protest against judicial 
activism. I applaud the many States 
that have passed legislation to limit 
their power to eminent domain and the 
supreme courts of many States that 
have barred the practice under their 
State constitution. I applaud the cour-
age of Susette Kelo and other victims 
of eminent domain abuse who have 
stood up to their government and 
fought for their constitutional rights. 

As John Dickinson, signer of the 
Constitution stated: ‘‘Let these truths 
be indelibly impressed on our minds: (1) 
that we cannot be happy without being 
free; (2) that we cannot be free without 
being secure in our property; and (3) 
that we cannot be secure in our prop-
erty if, without our consent, others 
may as by right take it away.’’ 

Private property rights are critical 
for freedom, and we need to fight for 
private property rights. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request 
of Mr. HOYER) for today and June 24. 

Mr. HILL (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. KIND (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of busi-
ness in the district regarding flooding. 

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today and until 3 p.m. on 
June 24 on account of personal reasons. 

Mr. REYES (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 
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